Sharing economy (SE) is a rapidly growing economic model which has brought people efficiency and convenience; however, it also provides users the opportunity to misbehave, which has raised public concerns about the moral crisis that it might cause. We examined the effect of SE on individuals' unethical behaviors through four studies. We found consistently that making people believe that they were using shared goods (Study 1) or priming them with abstract SE mindsets (Studies 2-4) reduced, not facilitated, their subsequent cheating on task performances to gain monetary rewards. Moreover, the effect of SE on cheating was mediated by a sense of connecting to others (Study 4). Thinking of using SE enhanced individuals' interpersonal closeness, which in turn led to less unethical behavior. However, correlational analyses in Studies 3 and 4 showed that people who cheated more in studies in the laboratory also reported using SE more frequently in real life. Implications of these findings are discussed.
In recent years, sharing economy (SE), a new economic model based on the Internet and smart devices, has boosted its popularity and received great public attention. Participants in SE mutualize access to products or services rather than having actual individual ownership (Hamari, Sj€ oklint, & Ukkonen, 2016) . It has greatly influenced many aspects of people's life, most prominently in transportation and accommodation. More and more people begin to make use of bike-sharing instead of taking a cab for short trips, or stay in a stranger's home instead of a hotel while travelling. In China, the birthplace of the "nondocking" bike-sharing scheme, the number of its registered users is over 106 million (China Internet Network Information Center, 2017) . Inspired by the prosperity in the bike-sharing market, many other SE schemes, as diverse as portable-charger-sharing, basketball-sharing, clothes-sharing, and so on, are being put into practice. In fact, SE is thought to be one of the most popular concepts currently in China. In fact, Xiao (2017) claimed that China has entered into a "sharism society."
Although SE is enthusiastically embraced by its users, it also has raised acute public concerns about the potential moral hazard that it might cause. For example, lenders in home-sharing are concerned about damages or losses caused by renters' unseen actions to the lent items.
Such concern has impeded hosts from sharing their homes (Weber, 2014) . In China, shared bikes are often discarded or dumped haphazardly on streets and curbs. Some users abandon a bike in remote locations or bring it home, which makes other users unlikely to access (British Broadcasting Corporation, 2017) . These unpleasant scenes have led to worries about the moral transgression accompanied with SE. The chaos also has endangered the development of SE and has made the public doubt its sustainability in the future.
Although SE has drawn much public attention and has been a heated subject in academia (e.g., Hamari et al., 2016; M€ ohlmann, 2015; Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017) , research on how SE influences individuals is limited. Existing evidence regarding the effects of SE on individuals' behaviors is somewhat mixed. On one hand, in line with various improper behaviors of SE users in real life, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) interviewed carsharing users and argued that SE encourages a kind of negative reciprocity (Hardin, 1968) among consumers. That is, consumers act in their own self-interest and believe that others will do the same. Some inherent characteristics of SE, such as anonymity, limited duration of use, and self-service access, allow consumers to break the rules at the expense of others' interests (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) . Indeed, the nature of SE seems to allow the possibility of morally questionable behaviors. The core spirit of SE is to access goods or services without ownership (Belk, 2014; Hamari et al., 2016) , which means that participants do not actually own the product that they are using. This lack of ownership can easily lead to irresponsibility or immorality within the consuming processes (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) .
On the other hand, some researchers have suggested that SE has positive effects on individuals' values, attitudes, and norms in general. In a longitudinal study, Roos and Hahn (2017) found that participating in SE predicted enhanced future altruistic values. The more people engaged in SE, the more they thought equality and social justice was important and were willing to help others. These findings have suggested that SE might play a constructive role in shaping consumers' behaviors out of consuming processes.
As mentioned earlier, users' misbehaviors have caused concerned about the moral transgressions that SE might cause. However, to our knowledge, no research to date has empirically examined exactly how SE influences individuals' rule-breaking or unethical behaviors. Prior research has shown that SE promotes altruistic values. Engaging in SE made people care more for others over time. That is, SE users will take others into consideration instead of only pursuing their own interests. Therefore, SE affects people in a positive way in general (Roos & Hahn, 2017) . Based on these findings, we hypothesize that SE also will reduce self-interest unethical behaviors.
Moreover, we propose that SE reduces unethical behaviors (and possibly promotes altruistic values) through enhancing interpersonal closeness. The intrinsic nature of SE is to involve others in the consuming process (Belk, 2009 (Belk, , 2014 . Participants in SE get access to the goods or service equally with any other users. The products used by one participant are often shared or have been used by others and will be accessed by the next participant. That is, the products are linked to other people. This might let participants generate a feeling of being close to others and extend the self to others (Belk, 2009) . Therefore, we hypothesize that engaging in SE can enhance an individual's interpersonal closeness, which in turn leads to more concern for others and less unethical behaviors motivated by self-interests.
In the current investigation, we examined the causal link between SE and individuals' unethical behaviors in both Chinese and U.S. residents. Specifically, we define SE as market-mediated transactions in which no ownership transfer takes place (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) . In Studies 1 and 2, we examined the effect of the experimentally primed SE participation on individuals' selfinterest cheating behaviors in the Chinese and American samples, respectively. We also probed into the correlation between self-reported SE participation in real life and cheating in the laboratory in Studies 3 and 4. Moreover, in Study 4, we conducted a mediation analysis to further examine the underlying mechanism of the reducing effect of SE on cheating. In particular, we tested the role of interpersonal closeness as a mediator. We reported all studies that we have run on the current research question of this article. In these studies, we reported all measures, conditions, and data exclusions.
Study 1
In Study 1, to examine the effect of SE on unethical behavior, we manipulated the type of computer that participants used in the study by telling half of them that they were using a "shared computer" and telling the other half that the computer was a regular one for sale.
Method
Participants. Participants were 79 undergraduates (26.6% male; M age = 19.46 years, SD = 0.83) in a comprehensive university in Southern China, where SE (e.g., bike-sharing) is pervasive. Students were invited to take a consumer market survey. In return, they would receive extra physical education class credit for participation. No show-up fee was paid. The sample size was prespecified to be 80, and data were collected in a 2-day time window at a single location. The actual sample size was determined by the number of student who showed up for the study. No participant was excluded from analysis in this study.
Procedure. At arrival, each participant sat in front of a laptop computer in a separate room. The experimenter was a female research assistant who did not know either the research purpose or design. After signing the informed consent, participants were first guided to the market survey, which was the manipulation part. Then, they were asked if they would like to participate in another unrelated study in which they needed to complete a cognitive task and had an opportunity of earning up to 20 RMB yuan (~$3) as a reward. All participants agreed to take part in the second task. The whole procedure was programmed using Qualtrics, an online survey platform.
Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned by the survey program to one of two conditions: SE or control. In the SE condition, participants were told that they were taking a user survey being conducted on behalf of a company in the SE industry. The company was going to try out a new type of SE, laptop-sharing, at their university campus. The laptop in front of them was said to be a sample that was going to be put into use, which meant that they were using a "shared laptop" right now. To strengthen their awareness of using a "shared laptop" and to help to immerse themselves in the experiences of using it, participants were asked to answer three questions about this "shared laptop:" "In which locations do you expect to get this laptop?" "What benefit or convenience do you think it will bring you?" "Please imagine and describe the whole process that you will experience in using this laptop, from borrowing it to giving it back."
In the control condition, participants were told that we were conducting a survey on behalf of a computer company and that the laptop in front of them was a sample of a new model. Participants were asked to imagine shopping for a laptop in a computer store and trying out this laptop. They also were asked three questions: "How do you think the overall performance of this laptop is?" "If you are going to use this laptop in your daily life, what qualities or characteristics of this laptop suit you the most?" "How likely will you buy this laptop eventually?"
Cheating behavior. After agreeing to take part in the second task, participants then were introduced to a digital matrices task, which was widely used to test cheating behavior under self-interest motives (e.g., Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009; Gino & Wiltermuth, 2014; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008; Shu, Gino, & Bazerman, 2011) . This task asked participants to find 2 among 12 three-digit numbers in each matrix that added up to 10. There were 20 matrices to solve in 4 min. For each one solved, they would get one RMB yuan (~$0.15) as reward. It was impossible to solve all 20 matrices in 4 min; however, participants only needed to check the "I have solved this matrix" option below each matrix without providing the actual solution. Such a design provided the opportunity to cheat. Twenty matrices were shown on one page. When time was up, the page would automatically advance.
After finishing the digital matrix task, participants provided their demographic information and left the room. They were paid based on their performances in the matrix task and were debriefed. None of them were aware of the aim of this study. In addition, no one doubted the truth of the cover story, which was that an SE company was about to try out laptop-sharing in their campus or that a computer company was adding a new laptop model to the market. That is, all participants believed that they were using either a "shared laptop" or a sample for sale in the whole course of the study.
Results
Previous research has proven that the digital matrix task did not reflect the cognitive abilities of participants (Mazar et al., 2008) . Thus, differences between performances reported by different groups were usually seen as differences in cheating behaviors, and not in cognitive abilities (e.g., Gino et al., 2009; Shu et al., 2011) .
The mean reported performance of all participants was 8.24 matrices (SD = 3.77). Importantly, as compared to control group (M = 9.18, SD = 4.28), the SE group (M = 7.33, SD = 2.97) reported less matrices being solved, t(77) = 2.24, p = .028, M difference = 1.85, 95% confidence interval (CI) [0.21, 3 .50], Cohen's d = 0.50. That is, students who thought that they were using a "shared laptop" cheated less as compared to those using a regular one. In addition, females (M = 8.90, SD = 3.89) reported a higher performance, as compared to male participants (M = 6.43, SD = 2.75), t(77) = 2.67, p = .009, M difference = 2.47, 95% CI [0.63, 4.31], Cohen's d = 0.73. However, the interaction between gender and condition was nonsignificant, F(1, 75) = 2.72, p = .103, g 2 = .04. Besides, gender distribution did not differ between the two conditions, v 2 (1, N = 79) = 2.94, p = .126.
Discussion
In this study, we made participants in the SE condition believe that they were using a shared product (i.e., laptop). Such manipulation lessened the degree of subsequent cheating versus making participants believe that they were using a regular product for sale. Besides, we found gender differences in cheating, although gender had no interaction with experimental manipulation. We will examine the gender effect in Studies 2 and 3 and discuss this issue in the general discussion.
The preliminary result in Study 1 supported our hypothesis. In Studies 2 and 3, we sought to replicate such results in more generalized samples in a different culture.
Study 2
To verify the results in Study 1 in a more generalized population, we conducted Studies 2 and 3 in the United States, where the development status of SE is different from that in China. Besides, in these two studies, instead of manipulating the computer that participants were actually using, we primed participants with different abstract mindsets: an SE mindset versus an online shopping mindset.
Method
Participants. We recruited 98 online workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk (43.9% male; M age = 38.08, SD = 12.23); the workers' location was restricted to the United States Participants were invited to take an online survey about consuming behavior and undertake certain tasks in exchange for $0.50, plus a chance of winning a bonus up to $2. The amount of the bonus depended on their performance in the task. Data were collected at one time. The sample size on Mturk was preset to be 90. Eventually, 98 workers completed the study.
Procedure. The procedure was similar to that in Study 1, except that in Study 2, we primed half of the participants with a more abstract mindset of SE instead of making them believe that they were actually using a shared item.
Manipulation. A consent form was presented on the first page of the survey. Participants were told that choosing to start the survey was taken as giving consent. Then, they were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions: SE or online shopping. In the SE condition, the instructions read:
Sharing Economy is a rising consuming style. It refers to peer-to-peer based sharing of access to goods and services. Participants in SE mutualize access to products or services at popular prices, rather than having individual ownership. Here are some examples of SE:
Bike-Sharing. You locate a vacant "shared bike" nearby with an App, scan the QR code on it, then you can start a ride. After use, you can park the bike almost anywhere. Portable-Charger-Sharing. You borrow a portable charger at service sites in airport, subway stations, malls, restaurants, or other public places, scan the QR code on it, then you can charge your phone. After use, you can give it back to another service site.
Similarly, there also are Car-Sharing, Clothes-Sharing, Basketball-Sharing, etc. All these programs are on their way. Now, commissioned by a company in SE industry, we would like you to participate in a brief survey about SE.
Then we asked participants to write down their answers to three questions:
1 Based on your understanding of SE, which kind of sharing do you want to try most? Besides the examples mentioned above, any other kind of SE that you can think of is also ok. 2 As to the specific kind of SE you answered above, what benefit or convenience would the sharing of this item bring you? 3 Imagine you are going to try it out now. What do you think the whole process would be like? In particular,
• where and how would you expect to get this item?
• what features would you expect the item to have?
• how would you expect to give it back after use?
• and how much would you like to pay?
In the online shopping condition, the instructions read:
Online Shopping is a burgeoning consuming style. Without going out, you can buy almost any goods or services online and have it delivered right to your door at an economical cost. Benefit by the development of express and mobile commerce industry, the experience of online shopping is becoming better and better.
For example, you can buy fresh vegetables and meat online and have them delivered with refrigerated preservation. You can also order services online such as room cleaning, appliance repair, babysitting, or even a manicure.
Now, commissioned by a company in online commerce industry, we would like you to participate in a brief survey about online shopping.
The three questions were:
1 At present, which goods or service would you like to buy online most? Besides the examples mentioned above, any other kind of goods or service that you can think of is also ok. 2 As to the item you answered above, what benefit or convenience would you have if you buy it online? 3 Imagine you are going to buy it now. What do you think the whole process of shopping would be like? In particular,
• which online platform do you like to buy it on?
• how much would you like to pay for it?
• what traits or qualities would you prefer the item to have? • and how would you expect to receive it?
Participants were asked to write down their answers as detailed as possible. After answering these questions, participants were introduced to the same digital matrix task as that in Study 1. For each matrix solved, they would earn an extra $0.10 (in total, up to $2), which was paid through an MTurk bonus.
Results
Two participants reported solving no matrices. They were seen as not following instructions, and their data were excluded from analysis. On average, participants reported solving 10.10 matrices (SD = 6.05). Consistent with Study 1, those in the SE condition (M = 8.75, SD = 5.48) reported less solved matrices than did those in the online shopping condition (M = 11.25, SD = 6.31), t(94) = 2.08, p = .041, M difference = 2.50, 95% CI [0.11, 4.89], Cohen's d = 0.42. That is, participants who were primed to think of taking part in SE cheated less on their performance than did those who thought of online shopping. Gender had no effect on cheating, t(94) = 0.83, p = .408, M difference = 1.03, 95% CI [À1.44, 3.50], Cohen's d = 0.17, nor did its interaction with manipulation, F(1, 92) = 2.76, p = .100, g 2 = .03.
Discussion
In Study 2, we replicated the result in Study 1 that SE reduced cheating behavior by using a different sample and a different manipulation. Regardless of whether people thought of using an actual shared item or merely the abstract idea of SE, and no matter how much SE had developed in the culture in which people lived, the effect of SE priming on cheating behaviors remained. Our finding that SE reduces unethical behaviors seems inconsistent with the fact that various irresponsible or immoral behaviors of SE users are witnessed in people's real life. To solve such inconsistency, we examined how unethical behavior was correlated to real-life SE participation in Study 3.
Study 3 Method
Participants. We recruited 290 online workers located in the United States from Mturk (49.7% male; M age = 33.72 years, SD = 10.38). Data were collected at one time. The sample size on Mturk was preset to be 270. Eventually, 290 workers completed the study.
Procedure. We followed the same procedure as in Study 2 by asking participants to answer three questions and solve the matrices. After the second task, they were asked to report the frequency of participating in SE in real life. This one-item question was "In general, how frequently do you make use of SE (of any form) as a consumer in your daily life?" Participants were asked to rate their answer on a scale of 1 (extremely rarely) to 5 (extremely frequently).
Results
The data of 12 participants who reported no solved matrices were excluded. The mean reported performance was 10.73 matrices (SD = 6.22). Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, participants in the SE condition (M = 9.93, SD = 5.99) reported less performance than did those in the online shopping condition (M = 11.43, SD = 6.35), t(276) = 2. 02, p = .044, M difference = 1.50, 95% CI [0.04, 2.97], Cohen's d = 0.24. Males (M = 11.65, SD = 6.49) reported higher performance than did females (M = 9.84, SD = 5.83), t(271) = 2.45, p = .015, M difference = 1.81, 95% CI [0.35, 3.27], Cohen's d = 0.29. However, the interaction between gender and condition was nonsignificant, F(1, 274) = 0.80, p = .373, g 2 < 0.01, and gender distribution did not differ between the two conditions, v 2 (1, beijing278) = 0.96, p = .339. Moreover, there was a positive correlation between reported performance and real-life SE participation, r = .27, p < .001. That is, the more one engaged in SE in real life, the more he or she cheated in the matrix task. There was no interaction between frequency and condition, b = À0.53, t = À0.85, p = .397, 95% CI [À1. 77, 0.70] , and the frequency of using SE in two conditions did not differ from each other, t (276) 
Discussion
This study showed two seemingly conflicting results. On one hand, those who made more actual daily use of SE cheated more. On the other hand, those who were induced to adopt an SE mindset cheated less. These are two independent facts that existed simultaneously, which could be seen as a demonstration of the principle that correlation and causality are not the same. One cannot conclude that SE makes people do wrong things based on the observations of misconduct accompanied with SE. Our results showed that it was not the idea of SE that made people behave immorally. On the contrary, SE led to less cheating. It happened to be those who were more prone to cheat who became the main users of SE at its relatively early stage of development. As shown in the results, there was no interaction between manipulation and SE participation frequency. That is, the cheating-reducing effect of SE was independent of people's SE participation frequency in real life. It works on both existing and potential users as well as on both heavy and light users.
However, in our three studies, we only compared participants' cheating behavior between two conditions: SE and online shopping. In these two conditions, the questions we asked participants were different. One could argue that people cheated more in the online shopping condition either because shopping made the monetary cost more salient to them than did SE or because of the inherently different nature of the priming questions. To rule out these alternative possibilities, we conducted another study in which we compared participants' cheating behavior after a free-recall task in three conditions: SE, online shopping, and a third, neutral condition. In addition, we also examined the role of interpersonal closeness in mediating the effect of SE on cheating in Study 4.
Study 4 Method
Participants. Participants were 120 undergraduates (40.0% male; M age = 19.73 years, SD = 1.17) in China. Students were invited to participate in a social psychology research study in which they had a chance to win a bonus of up to 20 RMB yuan (~$3). No show-up fee was paid. Sample size was prespecified to be 120. No participant was excluded from analysis in this study.
Procedure. At arrival, each participant sat in front of a computer in a separate room. After signing the informed consent, participants were told that this research included two separate tasks. The whole procedure was programmed using Qualtrics, and participants' responses were recorded by computer.
Manipulation. The first part of this study was a recall task, which was said to be a lifestyle survey. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: SE, online shopping, and neutral. In the SE condition, participants were asked to think of an experience in which they had participated in SE of any form as a consumer. They were encouraged to recall the whole procedure and write down as many details as possible. In the online shopping condition, participants were asked to recall a time when they bought a product or service online. In the neutral condition, they were asked to think of an ordinary event in daily life, such as going to class and doing the laundry.
Cheating behavior. After finishing, participants were led to another separate room and introduced to the second task, a dice-tossing game, which was shown to be a reliable measure of dishonest behavior (Bucciol & Piovesan, 2011; Fischbacher & F€ ollmi-Heusi, 2013; Houser, Vetter, & Winter, 2012 ) and a predictor of rulebreaking in real life (Cohn, Fehr, & Mar echal, 2014; Cohn, Mar echal, & Noll, 2015) . Participants were asked to toss a dice 10 times. Each time they got a "6," they would be paid 2 RMB yuan (~$0.30) as a bonus. Participants were told that in Chinese culture, the number "6" stood for good luck and fortune, so this was a game of luck and that their final earnings would depend on their luck. Participants were asked to report the number of times they got a "6" after 10 times of tossing the dice. They completed the task alone in the room. Because participants tossed the dice and reported the results without being watched or monitored, they had a chance to overreport their result to earn more money. The more they reported beyond the probability level, the more they could be regarded as having cheated.
After the dice-tossing task, participants answered several survey questions. First, they indicated to what extent did they feel close to others in general at the moment on a modified Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992 ; Ashton-James, Van Baaren, Chartrand, Decety, & Karremans, 2007; Na et al., 2010) . This one-item scale asked participants to choose one picture that best depicted the relationship between themselves and others in general among seven options. Each option had two circles representing the self and others, with different degrees of overlap.
Then, participants were asked how frequently they used SE in real life by using the same question as in Study 3, which was rated on a scale of 1 (extremely rarely) to 7 (extremely frequently). In addition, to examine whether the correlation between frequency of using SE and cheating was influenced by a potential confounding factor (e.g., economic need), we asked participants to report their socioeconomic status (SES) (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000) and then rate their general financial situation on a scale of 1 (very straitened) to 7 (very affluent). Finally, participants were asked whether they had any idea of the purpose of this research; none of them had a correct guess.
Results
The average tossing result of getting a "6" was reported by all participants as 3.21 times of 10 (SD = 1.56). Compared with the chance rate, 1.67 times, this result indicated that on average, all participants cheated to some level. However, the degree of cheating in three conditions differed, F(2, 117) = 6.57, p = .002, We conducted further regression analysis to test whether interpersonal closeness mediated the effect of manipulation on cheating. The mediation model with path coefficients is illustrated in Figure 1 . As shown, the association between the SE priming (in contrast to the online shopping and neutral priming) and cheating became nonsignificant after interpersonal closeness entered the model. To test the proposed mediating effect, we conducted a bootstrapping analysis with 10,000 bootstrap resamples by using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013) . This procedure yielded a 95% CI that did not include zero (À.05 to À.25), suggesting that interpersonal closeness mediated the effect of SE on cheating.
We also examined the correlation between real-life SE participation and the degree of cheating. Consistent with Study 3, we found that after controlling for participants' SES and financial situation, self-reported real-life SE participation was positively correlated with the degree of cheating, r = .42, p < .001. That is, the more people engaged in SE in real life, the more they cheated in the dice-tossing task. Neither SES nor financial situation was correlated with SE participation in real life or cheating in our task, ps > .2.
Discussion
In Study 4, using a different manipulation method to prime participants' mindset and another task to measure their cheating behavior, we replicated the findings from the three prior studies. As shown, priming participants' SE mindset by asking them to recall such experiences reduced subsequent cheating, as compared to recalling online shopping and neutral experiences. The results of Study 4 are noteworthy in several ways. First, adding the neutral condition in manipulation provided a pure control group. This helped rule out the possibility that SE reduced cheating versus online shopping because shopping made people more aware of the monetary costs, which could motivate them to earn more by overreporting performances. Second, in the correlation analysis for real-life SE participation and cheating, we controlled for potential covariatesnamely, an individual's SES and financial situation. This helped rule out the possibility that economic need drove people to use SE and to overreport task performance. Third, we found that the effect of SE on cheating was mediated by an individual's interpersonal closeness. This helped elucidate the mechanism underlying the effect of SE on cheating. The reducing effect of SE priming on cheating could be attributed to a sense of connecting to others that SE elicited. That is, SE made people feel closer to other people, which in turn led them to engage less in self-interest unethical behaviors.
General discussion
In the current investigation, we examined the causal link between SE and unethical behaviors. Through four studies, we consistently found that priming people with an SE mindset lessened their subsequent self-interest cheating. Our research documented evidence for the positive role of SE in affecting people's behaviors on an individual level. We proved that SE reduced, but not facilitated, individuals' unethical behaviors. Moreover, the reducing effect of SE on cheating was mediated by a sense of connecting to others. Imagining or recalling participating in SE enhanced individuals' interpersonal closeness, which in turn led to less self-interest cheating. Such results were in line with findings from previous research that the more people engaged in SE, the more they would adopt altruistic values and care about others (Roos & Hahn, 2017) . Our findings also echo with precious research showing that empathy is related to less moral disengagement and less unethical decision-making (Detert, Treviño, & Sweitzer, 2008) . Therefore, SE, as a type of collective consumption which involves other people in the consuming process (Belk, 2009) , can elicit a feeling of connecting to others. This interpersonal closeness might further enhance consumers' empathy (Pavey, Greitemeyer, & Sparks, 2011; Shiraki & Igarashi, 2018) and make them behave less immorally.
Echoing the various unpleasant misconduct of SE users in real life, we found in Studies 3 and 4 that the SE participation frequency was positively correlated with unethical behavior. The seemingly contradicting results yielded from causal and correlational analysis might indicate that the current SE users were inherently more likely to engage in unethical behaviors. It is possible that some potential factors that drive people to frequently use SE also make them behave immorally. For example, researchers have found that creativity was related to unethical behaviors and that cheaters are usually more creative (Gino & Ariely, 2012; Gino & Wiltermuth, 2014) . Given this, those who accept and make use of SE, a relatively new concept, might be more open to new experiences or more creative, which explains their higher level of unethical behaviors.
The inconsistency between causal and correlational results also could be explained in a way that the selfreported SE participation in real life and the sense of SE participation induced in our research were not exactly the same. First, what our experimental manipulations primed was an abstract SE mindset. It might be different from actual SE using behaviors in real life. Second, the selfreported measure also is not a perfect reflection of the actual SE engagement. In light of these, future research is Figure 1 Mediation model for Study 4. Note. The predictor variable contrasts the SE condition against the online shopping and neutral conditions (SE = 2, online shopping = À1, neutral = À1). Unstandardized coefficients are displayed. **p < .01, ***p < .001.
needed to examine the effect of actual daily SE participation on unethical behaviors in more natural contexts.
In some studies, we found a gender effect in cheating. In Study 1, females cheated more than did males; in Study 3, however, the opposite was shown. Such results might reflect the directionally opposite gender differences in money-pursuing motives in two different samples. It was possible that in the Chinese sample, women had more motivation to earn money whereas men were more driven to make a profit in the American sample. However, the gender effect was not stable or consistent and was not found in the other two studies. Because the gender effect did not affect our conclusions about the effect of manipulation on cheating, and because gender differences in cheating were not our main concern in the current investigation, we did not conduct further examination or analysis on this issue.
The rapid development of information technology and mobile intelligent devices has exerted huge influences on people's everyday life (e.g., Khan, Belk, & Craig-Leesc, 2015) . How we dine, consume, pay, go out, learn, and interact with others has changed, more or less. It is unlikely that these changes in individuals' daily life have no behavioral or psychological consequences. However, limited attention has been paid to the influences of these new lifestyles on individuals' minds or behaviors. The investigation reported here examined one aspect of changes in people's economic life. It provided preliminary results pertaining to how these new lifestyles impact individual behaviors and how they have the potential to make society a better place.
SE is thought to be a great ownership revolution (Jiang, 2017) by offering convenience and efficiency. Now, we see that it also brings out the good side of humanity. As Levine (2009) wrote in the New York Times, "Sharing is clean, crisp, urbane, postmodern; owning is dull, selfish, timid, backward." Advances in science and technology have made it possible to share resources. Sharing itself is the inherent nature of the Internet; it also is the trend of the economic-form evolution in the future (Zhu, 2017) . To explore how this new economic tide exerts influences on us and how to use this power to make the world a better place is a subject worth exploring.
